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Russian firms suffer from the negative country of origin effect and legitimacy shortage. This 
paper has the aim to reveal factors for Russian firms to focus on while build legitimacy both at 
home and abroad. To identify the existing research directions, the 48 articles applying legiti-
macy and Russian focus from journals in management and business for all years were analyzed, 
using both the bibliometric analysis and manual in-depth study of papers. Based on the 
specificity of the Russian context and literature analysis about the factors of the legitimacy 
concept, we develop a theoretical framework that is supported by a set of propositions about 
possible legitimization strategies of Russian firms. Three main pillars of the organizational le-
gitimacy construct such as moral, pragmatic and cognitive, which are accepted as the most 
influential ones, were introduced and proposed for Russian firms how to gain them at home 
and abroad. This paper has the value for both theory and practice. It contributes to the legiti-
macy literature, responding to many calls to study the microfoundations of the organizational 
legitimacy and developing the holistic theoretical framework within the Russian context. The 
findings also are of practical importance for managers and entrepreneurs whose attention is 
paid to the effective strategic management and legitimacy building both at home and abroad.
Keywords: liability of foreignness, liability of outsidership, organizational legitimacy, moral legiti-
macy, pragmatic legitimacy, cognitive legitimacy, Russia.
JEL: L20.
INTRODUCTION
Organizational legitimacy is a key concept of 
the institutional theory, which introduces 
specific strategies helping to reduce the neg-
ative impact of firms’ liability of foreignness 
and outsidership [Johanson, Vahlne, 2009; 
Kostova, Zaheer, 1999]. These strategies con-
tribute for gaining and managing legiti-
macy in new institutional contexts [Caussat, 
ТеореТические и эмпирические 
исследования
TheoReTIcaL and empIRIcaL 
STudIeS
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Prime, Wilken, 2019; Kostova, Zaheer, 1999]. 
Organizational legitimacy is applied as “a gen-
eralized perception or assumption that the 
actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or 
appropriate within some socially construct-
ed system of norms, values, beliefs, and 
definitions” [Suchman, 1995, p. 574]. Although 
there are many pillars of the organization-
al legitimacy construct, the most influential 
ones are moral, cognitive and pragmatic 
[Suddaby, Bitektine, Haack, 2017], which are 
proposed by [Suchman, 1995]. 
Legitimacy gaining is important for both 
domestic home and foreign markets during 
and after internationalization [Kostova, 
Zaheer, 1999]. Acquiring the legitimacy in 
the home market is a necessary step that 
also facilitates access to foreign ones [Pra-
shantham, Kumar, Bhattacharyya, 2019], in 
which the organizational legitimacy is the 
driving force for firms’ success [Kostova, 
Zaheer, 1999]. Thus, the organizational le-
gitimacy has the impact on companies’ per-
formance in new markets via increased prof-
itability and approval by the civil society 
and prospective partners [Zimmerman, Zeitz, 
2002; Caussat, Prime, Wilken, 2019]. Most 
papers have introduced sociopolitical activ-
ism, transference and isomorphism, which 
follow from the institutional theory, as three 
main strategies that help to acquire the 
organizational legitimacy in a new market 
[Deephouse, 1996; Caussat, Prime, Wilken, 
2019]. They relate to the macrolevel of firms 
and their institutional environment and ig-
nore the specific practices that companies 
really use for realization of these strategies 
[Kostova, Roth, Dacin, 2008; Caussat, Prime, 
Wilken, 2019]. Thus, this view lacks “the 
microlevel of the firms’ strategies” that 
organizations can apply to gain or maintain 
their legitimacy [Caussat, Prime, Wilken, 
2019, p. 562]. Because very little is known 
about the possible sources and practices 
that are engaged by companies to gain and 
manage their legitimacy, there is a call for 
more studies in order to analyze the spe-
cific micro-level of the formation of firms’ 
legitimacy [Caussat, Prime, Wilken, 2019; 
Kostova, Roth, Dacin, 2008]. This is im-
portant for providing specific determinants 
of what companies can really do to gain 
and manage their organizational legitima-
cy. Moreover, this can be applied to many 
contexts and differ among them [Kostova, 
Roth, Dacin, 2008].
Nowadays countries with emerging econ-
omies are considered as the main economic 
growth engine in the world via their con-
tribution to investment activities in other 
countries and, generally, world’s GDP [Puffer 
et al., 2013; UNCTAD, 2019]. Russia has 
become one of the biggest investors among 
the group of countries with transition econo-
mies. Thus, Russia is a provider of foreign 
direct investments (outflow FDI) globally ac-
counting for $34 bln in 2017 year, $36 and 
$23 bln in 2018 and 2019 years respectively 
[UNCTAD, 2019; 2020]. There also is the in-
creased number of Russian firms that operate 
abroad or have the great incentives to do so 
[Panibratov, 2015; Panibratov et al., 2018].
The organizational legitimacy concept has 
received the significant consideration in a 
literature over the past decades [Suchman, 
1995; Caussat, Prime, Wilken, 2019]. Studies 
from the developed markets pay much atten-
tion to the organizational legitimacy of firms, 
but studies in the rest of the world, espe-
cially in the emerging market context, are 
quite scarce, which is strange, given the in-
creasing expansion of such companies into 
international markets over the past two dec-
ades and, generally, their strong incentives 
to operate abroad [Panibratov, Ermolaeva, 
Abramkov, 2015; Ai, Tan, 2020]. However, 
Russian firms suffer from the negative coun-
try of origin (COO) effect and legitimacy 
shortage both at home and abroad that com-
plicate their internationalization [Ermolaeva 
et al., 2019; Panibratov et al., 2018; Petrov-
skaya, Zaverskiy, Kiseleva, 2017].
The study is a two-step research that ap-
plies such methods as the bibliometric anal-
ysis and manual in-depth articles’ search. 
First, we identify main research directions 
of existing studies with Russian and legit-
imacy focus. Second, on the basis of speci-
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ficity of the Russian context and literature 
analysis about the factors of legitimacy, we 
develop a theoretical framework that is sup-
ported by a set of propositions. Based on 
the literature review, we identify that for 
Russian firms legitimacy building abroad 
most studies have emphasized the organi-
zational isomorphism and just some research 
introduced specific practices that can miti-
gate the liability of foreignness [Panibratov, 
2015; Panibratov et al., 2018]. As for the 
internal Russian market: although some of 
the Russian context’ challenges are identi-
fied, there are not any specific strategies 
introduced how to overcome them by firms. 
We expect to elaborate and fill these gaps 
revealing essential factors for Russian firms 
to focus on while build legitimacy simultane-
ously on both directions in Russia and abroad. 
Moreover, this paper even deep the analysis 
by dividing the legitimacy construct into 
three pillars such as moral, pragmatic and 
cognitive and introducing the concept of li-
ability of outsidership [Johanson, Vahlne, 
2009; Suchman, 1995].
The paper is organized as follows. We 
begin with the theoretical scope of the or-
ganizational legitimacy concept. Then, based 
on the literature analysis and features of 
the Russian context, we develop a theoret-
ical framework that is supported by a set 
of propositions. We provide the literature 
analysis in order to systematize the existing 
papers with the Russian market as a context 
for legitimacy research and identify factors 
that influence various pillars of legitimacy. 
Then, we discuss how Russian firms can gain 
legitimacy both at home and abroad. Finally, 
we conclude and discuss our results.
1. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
1.1. The organizational legitimacy 
concept
Legitimacy is a fundamental concept of 
the institutional theory that emphasized strat-
egies to reduce the negative impact of liabil-
ity of foreignness and outsidership by ac-
quiring and proceeding legitimacy [Caussat, 
Prime, Wilken, 2019; Kostova, Zaheer, 1999]. 
Firms are legitimate, when they are seen as 
appropriate for a specific social context in 
new business and institutional environments 
[Tost, 2011]. Most researchers have applied 
the institutional theory and assumed it from 
a neoinstitutional perspective in which le-
gitimacy acquisition and maintaining are 
vital processes for firms’ survival [Caussat, 
Prime, Wilken, 2019; Kostova, Roth, Dacin, 
2008]. For successful performance, the le-
gitimacy of firms must be established first 
in the domestic market and then be based 
abroad [Prashantham, Kumar, Bhattacharyya, 
2019]. 
Due to limited knowledge about the new 
foreign market institutional and business 
environments, companies’ internationali-
zation process can carry high uncertainty 
and costs [Zaheer, 1995]. It can lead to 
firms’ liability of foreignness and outsid-
ership [Johanson, Vahlne, 2009; Kostova, 
Zaheer, 1999; Zaheer, 1995]. Liability out-
sidership means the firms’ position outside 
the relevant business network in a particular 
market [Johanson, Vahlne, 2009]. Gaining 
legitimacy in the home market is a necessary 
step to overcome liability of outsidership 
but establishing legitimacy abroad is a dif-
ferent process that demand some special firms’ 
abilities to cover both liability of foreignness 
and outsidership [Li, Fleury, 2020; Prashan-
tham, Kumar, Bhattacharyya, 2019]. The 
liability of foreignness of companies occurs 
due to a lack of local tacit knowledge about 
a new foreign institutional environment such 
as language, laws and rules, culture so on 
[Johanson, Vahlne, 2009; Zaheer, Lamin, 
Subramani, 2009]. Whereas, the liability of 
outsidership of firms emerges due to a lack 
of specific business environment knowledge, 
which in turn relate to an access to local 
business networks and alliances in a target 
market [Johanson, Vahlne, 2009]. Thus, firms 
can suffer from the liability of outsidership 
and foreignness and receive the status of 
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“outsider” in a new foreign market, and 
“foreignness can just complicate the process 
of becoming an insider” [Johanson, Vahlne, 
2009, p. 1415]. Gaining the organizational 
legitimacy by reducing liability of foreign-
ness and outsidership, companies receive 
the necessary resources and attract more 
customers and investors/partners [Drori, 
Honig, 2013].
Scholars emphasize that the organization 
legitimacy construct is multidimensional and 
can be studied as an organizational property, 
process and perception [Suddaby, Bitektine, 
Haack, 2017]. Legitimacy takes on the role 
of a property or asset of a company and oc-
curs between an organization and its exter-
nal environment via the firm’s fit to exter-
nal stakeholders’ expectations [Suddaby, 
Bitektine, Haack, 2017]. Organizational le-
gitimacy also can be studies as a process in 
which companies try to change their legiti-
macy and achieve the congruence with the 
multiple social actors. Firms’ perception per-
spective refers to legitimacy that is based 
on the consumers’ legitimacy judgments and 
evaluation of the whole companies (e.g. ac-
tivities and policies), which also incorporates 
individual and collective cognition [Suddaby, 
Bitektine, Haack, 2017]. The advantage of 
the latter perspective is that it is based on 
and includes all aspects of two other dimen-
sions and provides the most comprehensive 
view, which corresponds with our research 
[Prashantham, Kumar, Bhattacharyya, 2019; 
Suddaby, Bitektine, Haack, 2017].
1.2. Research on the organizational 
legitimacy: The Russian context
The paper is a two-step research that combines 
bibliometric analysis, using the VOSviewer 
software, and manual in-depth papers’ inves-
tigation. The systematic literature search was 
conducted in the Scopus database. First, to 
identify main streams of research the cluster-
ing analysis was conducted on the basis of 
existing papers from Russian and interna-
tional research journals in management and 
business field for all years. Second, to deter-
mine those papers scope and distinctive fea-
tures, they were manually analyzed and sys-
tematized. Overall, we analyzed 48 papers 
that use “legitimacy” or “liability of foreign-
Table 1
Search queries used for the bibliometric analysis (2006–2020)
Search query Number of papers Scopus subject area 
“legitimacy” OR “liability of 
foreignness” OR “liability of 
outsidership” AND “Russia*”
48
Business, Management  
and Accounting 
“legitimacy” AND “Russia*” 45
Business, Management  
and Accounting
“liability of foreignness” AND 
“Russia*”
3
Business, Management  
and Accounting
“liability of outsidership” AND 
“Russia*”
–
Business, Management  
and Accounting
N o t e s: a final version of the sample was retrieved from the Scopus database in August 2020; we used 
“Russia*” to also include the word “Russian”.
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ness/outsidership” and Russian context for 
research (Table 1). Interestingly, there is no 
any study that has applied the concept of the 
liability of outsidership.
The graph with the distributed papers (Fig. 
1) shows that the spike of the research start-
ed to increase since 2016 year and reached 
the peak of 7 papers in 2019 year. Nowadays 
the concept of the organizational legitima-
cy is gaining the increased interest in the 
Russian research stream. This also reflects 
the relevance of the topic. Applying the 
“VOSviewer” software for the bibliometric 
analysis, four main research clusters were 
received (Fig. 2). This helps to create a ho-
listic view of existing research on the concept 
of legitimacy with Russia as a context. Based 
on the results (Table 2), two main research 
directions with domestic and international 
focus were identified (Appendix). Manual 
analysis of the papers reveals multiple lev-
els of analysis of the implementation of le-
gitimacy construct. Mainly employing the 
institutional theory as a framework, the pa-
pers from Cluster 1 focus on the Russian 
firms’ internationalization path and their 
liability of foreignness issue abroad [Ermolaeva 
et al., 2019; Panibratov et al., 2018]. Although 
the Clusters 2, 3 and 4 have the domestic 
Russian market focus, they differ in terms 
of the level of analysis and employed per-
spectives. The Cluster 2 introduces Russian 
firms’ legitimacy gaining through the CSR 
strategy [Kuzina, Chernysheva, 2016; Zamir, 
Saeed, 2020; Zhao, 2012]. The Cluster 3 
emphasizes some of the entrepreneurial in-
tensions as managerial delegation decisions 
(for foreign firms in Russia) [Kulchina, Oxley, 
2020] or specific social capital of Russian 
firms that help to acquire the organization 
legitimacy in Russia [Iakovleva, Kickul, 2011]. 
The Cluster 4 has the country level of anal-
ysis and investigates the effect of institu-
tional changes occurring in a market and 
the necessity of the specific state regula-
tion for their easier implementation and 
legitimacy [Alon, 2013; Alon, Mennicken, 
Samsonova-Taddei, 2019; Tretyak, Radaev, 
2013].
In-depth papers’ investigation reveals five 
levels of analysis applied in the papers about 
legitimacy: firm level (Russian firms at home 
and abroad/foreign firms in Russia), indi-
vidual level [Golyagina, Valuckas, 2020], 
Fig. 1. The number of documents per year: legitimacy with Russian focus in business and 
management literature (2006–2020)
N o t e s: search criteria in database: “legitimacy” OR “liability of foreignness” OR “liability of outsidership” 
AND “Russia*” AND (LIMIT-TO (DOCTYPE, “ar”)) AND (LIMIT-TO(SUBJAREA, “BUSI”)) AND (LIMIT-TO 
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Fig. 2. Clusters received from the bibliometric analysis (VOSviewer screenshot). 
N o t e: minimum number of keywords occurrence — 2.
Table 2
Identified clusters and their main focus 
Cluster Keywords Main focus
International focus
Cluster 1
“Foreign direct investment”; “Firm owner-
ship”; “Globalization”; “Institutional 
theory”; “Liability of foreignness”; “Russian 
Federation”
Firms internationalization and the 
liability of foreignness issue
Domestic market focus
Cluster 2
“Corporate social responsibility”; 
“Legitimacy”; “Russia”
Firms legitimacy gaining: the CSR 
perspective
Cluster 3 “Entrepreneurship”; “Firm performance”
Entrepreneurial intensions for legiti-
macy gaining
Cluster 4 “Institutional change”; “Regulation”
Necessity of the specific regulation due 
to the institutional changes in a market
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industry level [Karhunen, 2008], country 
level, and government level. In addition to 
the clusters recognized above, we identified 
one more research direction that focus on the 
specific policies of the government, helping 
to increase its legitimacy in Russia [Aasland, 
Kropp, Meylakhs, 2020]. For example, the 
authorities gain legitimacy by contributing 
into the public welfare, responding to some 
disasters, or collaborating with non-state 
actors in policy-making [Aasland, Kropp, 
Meylakhs, 2020; Fröhlich, Skokova, 2020; 
Mazepus, van Leeuwen, 2020].
The first main focus of analyzed papers 
is the domestic market, especially Russian 
firms and their legitimacy within Russia 
(Appendix). The first studies have explored 
firms’ legitimacy acquiring in the post-So-
viet period. The new market demands re-
quired the introduction of new management 
approaches the legitimacy of those was un-
certain [Hultén, Wilson, 2006]. In a similar 
vein, P. Karhunen emphasized the need for 
the companies’ adaptation to the new hotel 
industry-level isomorphic pressures during 
and after transition [Karhunen, 2008]. There 
is a great role of firms’ sensemaking and 
political connections with Russian state au-
thorities in the process of gaining legiti-
macy and competitive advantage in Russia 
[Klarin, Ray, 2019; Klarin, Sharmelly, 2019]. 
Thus, firms, which maintain links with the 
government, have political legitimacy, se-
curity, and even more opportunities to enter 
new foreign markets [Klarin, Ray, 2019]. 
There also is the business-CSR-state re-
lationship focus in the research. The first 
study on the topic discusses the need for 
“the ethical turnaround” (i.e. business re-
sponsibility for some of the broader civil 
welfare) that refers to the transformation-
al leadership as a basis for the CSR and 
proposes this would help to establish firms’ 
credibility and legitimacy in Russia and even 
abroad [Puffer, McCarthy, 2008]. The CSR-
based political legitimacy strategy is impor-
tant for large Russian companies to meet 
the pressure from the government, which 
is the main motivator for firms to apply the 
CSR [Kuzina, Chernysheva, 2016; Zhao, 
2012]. Firms that apply the CSR satisfy and 
“take on a role of the government’s request 
on social investments in exchange of the 
support for the business operation” in the 
market [Zhao, 2012, p. 442]. To increase 
organizational legitimacy and to be isomor-
phic, Russian firms, which located closer to 
major cities and financial centers, more of-
ten implement the CSR [Zamir, Saeed, 2020]. 
At the same time, the Russian CEOs don’t 
see the CSR activities as the important fac-
tor for the positive firms’ image formation 
and legitimacy gaining in Russia [Kuznetsov, 
Kuznetsova, Warren, 2009; Kuznetsov, 
Kuznetsova, 2012]. Thus, organizations em-
ploy the CSR practices only in order to be 
isomorphic and gain political legitimacy 
from the Russian state authorities. There 
also is the focus on the women-led Russian 
small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) 
that seek to gain legitimacy in the Russian 
market [Iakovleva, Kickul, 2011]. The social 
capital of those firms has the impact on 
perceptions of legitimacy and financial com-
petence success of these companies [Iakovleva, 
Kickul, 2011]. Similarly, Russian female-
owned high technology firms, facing with 
the liabilities of smallness, newness and even 
gender-associated liabilities, manage their 
organizational legitimacy by receiving the 
financial support from foreign parties that 
help them to gain legitimacy among internal 
Russian stakeholders [Vershinina et al., 
2019]. 
The single case study presents the in-
depth investigation of the roots of the 
Russian oil company Yukos’ legitimacy ab-
sence, which appear due to the lack of the 
strategic flexibility and incompatibility of 
firm’ values with its institutional environ-
ment [Dixon, Day, 2010] that has the great 
impact on the business proceeding and le-
gitimacy building in the Russian context 
[Petrovskaya, Zaverskiy, Kiseleva, 2017]. 
Three main dimensions of institutions that 
provide the reason and ground for organi-
zational legitimacy are regulatory (business 
is legitimate via the conformity of Russian 
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firms to the official rules and laws), cogni-
tive (business is legitimate via a common 
frame of reference: the stereotypes about 
the entrepreneurship in the Russian society) 
and normative (business is legitimate via 
the acceptance of the actual moral norms) 
[Petrovskaya, Zaverskiy, Kiseleva, 2016; 
2017]. Although some of the Russian con-
text’ challenges are identified, there are not 
any specific recommendations introduced 
how to overcome them by firms. 
The second main stream of research has 
explored how Russian companies acquire the 
organizational legitimacy for internationali-
zation (Appendix). Being a quite new phe-
nomenon, the study of Russian firms’ expand-
ing abroad is important nowadays [Ermolaeva 
et al., 2019]. Using the petroleum company 
as a context, the study [Kyj, Kyj, 2010] em-
phasized that the decrease of the organiza-
tional legitimacy of firms has the impact on 
a firm's operating flexibility. The concept of 
the liability of foreignness and its main aspect 
such as the country of origin effect, which 
occur during the internationalization process 
of firms, and the mitigation strategies that 
are necessary to overcome them are investi-
gated and applied to Russian firms, espe-
cially the largest Russian energy company 
Inter RAO UES and Russian IT companies 
[Panibratov, Ermolaeva, Abramkov, 2015; 
Panibratov, 2015]. The strategies include 
the prior analysis of the market (the need 
for which arises from a lack of experience), 
partnerships, as well as creation and sup-
port of specific local image via marketing, 
and locally customized products or ser-
vices [Panibratov, 2015]. 
Likewise, by focusing on the specific case 
of Russian companies entering the German 
market, strategies such as consulting, co-
operation with institutional agents and mar-
ket analysis can also reduce companies’ li-
ability of foreignness and increase their 
organizational legitimacy abroad [Panibratov 
et al., 2018]. Moreover, there is the great 
effect of the use of favor (in the Russian 
context “blat or sviazi”) on the Russian firms’ 
internationalization growth path and gain-
ing legitimacy process [Puffer et al., 2013]. 
To gain legitimacy firms can collaborate with 
the new strategic partners, especially those 
who have the differentiated profiles [Rezende 
da Costa et al., 2018]. Applying the insti-
tutional theory, the study of [Kiitsak-Prikk, 
2017] emphasized the transformation of pub-
lic cultural organizations abroad under the 
change of firm status and the necessary ba-
sics of three types of legitimacy as regulative 
(receive the legal status), normative (be mor-
al organization) and cognitive (be cultur-
ally supported) in order to be isomorphic. 
Thus, most studies have emphasized the or-
ganizational isomorphism that relate to the 
macro level of firm and the institutional 
environment, and just handful of papers have 
introduced some practices that companies 
can apply for legitimacy building abroad and 
the liability of foreignness decrease.
1.3. Factors of the main pillars of 
legitimacy
Although there are many pillars of the or-
ganizational legitimacy construct in a lit-
erature, four main types are pragmatic, 
moral or normative, cognitive and regula-
tive [Deephouse et al., 2017]. Three main 
pillars of the organizational legitimacy con-
struct, which are also assumed to be the 
most influential ones [Suddaby, Bitektine, 
Haack, 2017], are cognitive, moral and prag-
matic, which can be applied for both domes-
tic and foreign markets [Suchman, 1995]. 
The cognitive legitimacy refers to a passive 
evaluation or perception that a firm is both 
comprehensible and necessary or taken-for-
granted, lacking specific judgments, while 
the pragmatic and moral legitimacy are 
based on active assessments and judgments 
formation [Alexiou, Wiggins, 2019]. W. Scott 
also introduced regulative and normative 
legitimacy, which are based on the accept-
ance and following the existing norms and 
laws [Scott, 2013]. 
There is a contradiction in a literature 
about the measurement of the different types 
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of the organizational legitimacy construct. 
The main assumption here is that these pil-
lars provided above mostly are referred to 
theoretical ones and in empirical studies they 
aren’t separable from each other [Deephouse 
et al., 2017]. Thus, the possibility of the 
division of cognitive and moral pillars of 
legitimacy is a matter of dispute in a lit-
erature [Zeitz, Mittal, McAulay, 1999]. Some 
research underlined that these pillars can 
be separated from each other but empiri-
cally they are identical [Humphreys, Latour, 
2013; Zeitz, Mittal, McAulay, 1999]. However, 
some studies have emphasized that they can 
be separated both theoretically and empiri-
cally [Suchman, 1995]. We adhere to the 
latter view, and provide analysis of the lit-
erature on the pillars apart. There also were 
identified seven papers with the attempts 
to directly measure types of the organiza-
tional legitimacy construct (Table 3).
A literature search of empirical papers 
to determine the main factors for each pil-
lar separately was conducted. Basically, we 
use the Scopus database and manually iden-
tify about 35 empirical papers, analyzing 
and measuring factors that influence and 
form the pillars of the organizational le-
gitimacy construct. Most of these studies 
were published in top-tier journals, espe-
cially A (4 and 4*) and B (3) levels, in a list 
provided by the Association of Business 
Schools (ABS). The results of the literature 
analysis are provided in Table 4, which pre-
sents the main identified factors for each 
of the four main pillars.
The most important condition of regula-
tive or sociopolitical legitimacy [Aldrich, 
Fiol, 1994; Scott, 2013] is the firms’ fol-
lowing to the official government regula-
tions. Main factor of the regulative legiti-
macy is a compliance with legal and regula-
Table 3
Measurement scales of different pillars of the organizational legitimacy construct
Scale Author
Normative or moral legitimacy [Elsbach, 1994]
Normative or moral legitimacy [Elsbach, 1994; Humphreys, Latour, 2013]
Moral, pragmatic and cognitive legitimacy [Díez-Martín, Prado-Roman, Blanco-Gonzalez, 2013]
Pragmatic and cognitive legitimacy [Foreman, Whetten, 2002]
Cognitive legitimacy [Pollack, Rutherford, Nagy, 2012]
Moral, pragmatic and cognitive legitimacy [Alexiou, Wiggins, 2019]
Moral, pragmatic and cognitive legitimacy [Randrianasolo, Arnold, 2020]
Table 4
Identified clusters and their main focus 
Factor Articles
Pragmatic legitimacy
Innovativeness [Alexiou, Wiggins, 2019; Foreman, Whetten, 2002]
Benefits for community/immediate stakeholders/
employees 
[Alexiou, Wiggins, 2019; Foreman, Whetten, 2002]
Implementation of the TQMs [Kennedy, Fiss, 2009; Staw, Epstein, 2000]
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Factor Articles
The quality of products or services/ the quality 
of management 
[Kennedy, Fiss, 2009; Staw, Epstein, 2000]
The R&D (Research & Development) expenditure [Deeds, Mang, Frandsen, 2004]
Information exchanges with its partners [Suchman, 1995]




Size of a firm [Dobbin et al., 1998; Ruef, Scott, 1998]
Name attributes (based on length, ambiguity, 
and domain specificity)
[Glynn, Abzug, 2002; Kuilman, Wezal, 2013]
A density is the total number of similar firms in 
existence 
[Kuilman, Wezal, 2013; Hannan, Carrol, 1992]
Favorable press coverage
[Deeds, Mang, Frandsen, 2004; Murphy et al., 
2019; Pollock, Gulati, 2007; Pollack, Rutherford, 
Nagy, 2012]
Receiving financial or other support from state 
or credible centers 
[Deeds, Mang, Frandsen, 2004]
Network activities
[Human, Provan, 2000; Prashantham, Kumar, 
Bhattacharyya, 2019]
Charitable donations 
[Galaskiewicz, 1985; Golant, Sillince, 2007; 
Humphreys, Latour, 2013]
Moral legitimacy
Special practices towards their employees: 
tuition reimbursement plans (languages etc.); 
bonus plans; flex time; paid sick leave; pain 
vacation; retirement plans etc.
[Rutherford et al., 2018]
Standards for environmental protection, food 
safety, and animal welfare
[Elsbach, 1994; Humphreys, Latour, 2013]
The CSR practices [Ahn, Park, 2018]
Low rate of employee turnover [Elsbach, 1994; Humphreys, Latour, 2013]
The total number of owners/the all owners’ work 
experience/the total number of all owners’ indus-
try-specific business started in the past/owners’ 
educational level 
[Cooper et al., 1994; Delmar, Shane, 2004; 
Rutherford et al., 2018; Song et al., 2008]
Management teams’ educational level and 
professional experience 
[Delmar, Shane, 2004; Rutherford et al., 2018; 
Suchman, 1995; Tornikoski, Newbert, 2007]
The total number of intellectual property rights, 
such as patents, trademarks and copyrights and 
the total number of intellectual property rights 
licensed out by a firm
[Rutherford et al., 2018]
Table 4 (continued)
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tory standards (i.e. a valid legal business 
status, regular payment of taxes, getting the 
employer identification number, and accred-
itation data including certificates) [Delmar, 
Shane, 2004; Ruef, Scott, 1998; Rutherford 
et al., 2018]. It is especially important for 
new ventures as the necessary procedures 
in the legitimatization process within a tar-
get market. Moreover, it contributes to a 
positive normative evaluation of the organ-
ization and its activities [Rutherford et al., 
2018]. Since the requirements of regula-
tory legitimacy are common ones that firms 
follow in any market and the typology of 
organizational legitimacy introduced by 
[Suchman, 1995] is the most influential, we 
apply it and further focus on moral, prag-
matic and cognitive legitimacy that are much 
more complex pillars.
2. PROPOSITIONS DEVELOPMENT
2.1. Specificity of the Russian context 
The Russian firms suffer from the negative 
country of origin effect and legitimacy short-
age both at home and abroad [Panibratov, 
2015; Petrovskaya, Zaverskiy, Kiseleva, 2017]. 
Reasons for this take place in the specificity 
of the Russian context and Russian firms’ 
development. Besides, sanctions imposed on 
Russia complicate Russian firms’ legitimacy 
building abroad [Abramova, Garanina, 2018; 
Larson, 2019]. In the context of the emerging 
Factor Articles
Niche in a market [Ruef, Scott, 1998]
The location choice [Rutherford et al., 2018]
Regulative legitimacy
Compliance with legal and regulatory standards 
(a legal business status, payment of taxes, 
obtaining employer identification number, and 
accreditation data)
[Delmar, Shane, 2004; Ruef, Scott, 1998; 
Rutherford et al., 2018]
Table 4 (end)
markets (especially Russia), the government 
plays a crucial role in the innovative activities, 
firms’ operating procedures and, generally in 
the business development [McCarthy et al., 
2014]. Determinants of the institutional con-
text can help to understand and even predict 
the activities of firms within a market. Thus, 
the ties with the government are critical for 
companies that expect to operate in Russia 
[McCarthy et al., 2014]. 
The Russian society has the anti-entre-
preneurialism sentiments that have risen in 
the socialist period that makes the process 
of increasing legitimacy in Russia even more 
difficult for firms [Vershinina et al., 2019]. 
Weak formal institutions and infrastruc-
ture, absence of the state support and quite 
often changing business regulations create 
such conditions under which businesses can-
not properly function [McCarthy et al., 2014; 
Vershinina et al., 2019]. Moreover, a low 
competitiveness of Russian firms worldwide 
also negatively influences legitimacy building 
abroad and puts companies in a position of 
“outsiders”. This takes roots from the brain 
drain on the Russian market [Shagalkina et 
al., 2019], low innovative competitive advan-
tage of Russian firms [McCarthy et al., 2014], 
and low trust both at home and abroad, which 
negatively affect consumers and even poten-
tial partners [Panibratov, 2015; Petrov- 
skaya, Zaverskiy, Kiseleva, 2017]. Thus, gain-
ing the organizational legitimacy is a quite 
challenging process in such conditions for 
Russian firms both operating within a home 
market and expanding abroad. It is important 
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to create a certain understanding of what 
Russian organizations can do to acquire le-
gitimacy at home and abroad and reduce their 
liability of foreignness and outsidership.
2.2. Moral legitimacy
Moral legitimacy is based on the evaluation 
about firms’ activities and whether it is “the 
right thing to do” [Suchman, 1995, p. 579]. 
It should promote and provide the social wel-
fare. Suchman emphasizes that moral legiti-
macy can refers to one of its’ four dimen-
sions. The first dimension is evaluations of 
the favorable outputs (consequential legiti-
macy) that refer to the evaluation of the ac-
cepted standards of quality [Suchman, 1995]. 
For example, the paper [Scott, Meyer, 1991] 
emphasized automobile emission standards, 
hospital mortality rates and academic test 
scores as possible firms’ outputs’ evaluations. 
The second dimension is the firms’ proce-
dural legitimacy. Firms’ following the stand-
ards for environmental protection, food 
safety, and animal welfare [Elsbach, 1994; 
Humphreys, Latour, 2013] and other the 
CSR practices [Ahn, Park, 2018] are impor-
tant for appropriate procedures and favorable 
outputs to enhance companies’ moral legiti-
macy at domestic market and abroad. Because 
the implementation of the CSR practices by 
companies in Russia are mainly motivated to 
build the political legitimacy that is not the 
full focus of the organizational legitimacy 
construct, and Russian entrepreneurs do not 
even see the CSR as a necessary factor for 
legitimacy gaining in Russia, we propose that 
it is more significant for firms expanding and 
building legitimacy abroad to reduce the li-
ability of foreignness [Kuzina, Chernysheva, 
2016; Kuznetsov, Kuznetsova, 2012; Zhao, 
2012]. 
The third dimension is the assessment 
of firms’ structures (structural legitimacy) 
[Suchman, 1995], and the last dimension 
is the evaluation of the leader and, gener-
ally, firm’s management team (refers to 
personal legitimacy) [Suchman, 1995]. The 
structural, procedural dimensions of the 
moral legitimacy and the assessment of the 
leader and the management team of compa-
nies are the most important forms of mor-
al legitimacy [Suchman, 1995]. The total 
amount of the owners’ experience and the 
number of similar businesses started, or-
ganizational human capital and the CEOs 
background assumed to have the significant 
influence on the moral pillar [Deeds, Mang, 
Frandsen, 2004; Delmar, Shane, 2004; Ruther-
ford et al., 2018; Tornikoski, Newbert, 2007]. 
Characteristics of the leader (e.g. CEO) and 
a staff, including entrepreneur’s education-
al level, management teams’ education and 
professional experience (organizational hu-
man capital) have the positive impact on 
the moral legitimacy [Tornikoski, Newbert, 
2007]. Authors of the paper [Deeds, Mang, 
Frandsen, 2004] provided the possible meas-
ure of the organizational human capital as 
the evaluation of “Top 10 business schools” 
(it refers to the biographies of the manage-
ment team in order to determine from which 
schools, if any, a member of the team had 
received an MBA). These factors are impor-
tant as for new as for mature firms. Moreover, 
it is important whether the company applies 
special practices toward its qualified em-
ployees in order to attract and retain them. 
For instance, tuition reimbursement plans, 
bonus plans, flex time, paid sick leave, pain 
vacation, retirement plans, health plans, 
stock ownership and others have the sig-
nificant effect on the positive moral legiti-
macy formation [Rutherford et al., 2018]. 
Due to the brain drain within the Russian 
market, skilled employees’ attraction and 
retention are the most important condition 
for Russian firms [Shagalkina et al., 2019] 
that can also increase these companies mor-
al legitimacy. Due to the distinct required 
conditions, his effect differs among Russian 
firms that operate at home and abroad. 
Professional staff with high human capital 
and networking is more important for Russian 
firms to gain legitimacy first at home, de-
creasing liability of outsidership. Whereas, 
international knowledge and experience are 
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important for companies that expand on 
foreign markets to build their institutional, 
business and cross-cultural competence and 
local networking abroad, which suggested 
being important for decreasing both liabil-
ity of foreignness [Panibratov, 2015] and 
outsidership at foreign markets. This is es-
pecially significant for Russian SMEs and 
firms with low legitimacy or international 
experience. Since emerging market compa-
nies have many barriers to operate at ad-
vanced economies due to their latecomer 
status, weak home formal institutions and 
low competitive disadvantage [Ai, Tan, 
2020], international competence is espe-
cially important for Russian firms to oper-
ate at developed markets. After internation-
alization, the skilled local natives’ employ-
ment could be a further strategy to increase 
firms’ legitimacy at the market [Forstenlechner, 
Mellahi, 2011]. Moreover, due to the imposed 
sanctions Russian companies have addition-
al challenges and constraints as new norma-
tive procedures, standards and prerequisites 
and others required for entering abroad [Abra-
mova, Garanina, 2018]. Thus, the interna-
tional knowledge and experience received 
from attracted skilled staff may not be 
enough to facilitate entry and build moral 
legitimacy into markets that imposed sanc-
tions. Thus, we propose the following prop-
ositions.
Proposition 1. Russian firms can enhance 
their moral legitimacy at home by attracting 
workforce with high human capital and pro-
fessional background.
Proposition 1a. The effect of Proposition 
1 will be mediated by introducing special 
beneficial practices towards those skilled 
employees for their attraction and retention.
Proposition 1b. The effect of Proposition 
1 will be stronger for Russian SMEs and 
firms with the low legitimacy at home.
Proposition 2. Russian firms can enhance 
their moral legitimacy by implementing the 
CSR practices, the effect of which is strong-
er for Russian companies expanding abroad.
Proposition 3. Russian firms expanding 
abroad can enhance their moral legitimacy 
by attracting skilled workforce with inter-
national experience/competence.
Proposition 3a. The effect of Proposition 
3 will be mediated by introducing the special 
beneficial practices towards those skilled 
employees for their attraction and retention.
Proposition 3b. The effect of Proposition 
3 will be stronger for Russian SMEs or firms 
lacking experience abroad and developed mar-
kets as the host ones.
Proposition 3c. Due to many new nor-
mative arrangements and challenges in-
troduced, the effect of Proposition 3 will 
be weaker or even not exist for Russian firms 
that expect to operate at the host markets, 
which have imposed sanctions against Russia.
2.3. Cognitive legitimacy
M. Suchman emphasized two dimensions 
that are essential for the cognitive pillar 
of the organizational legitimacy [Suchman, 
1995]. The first is based on comprehensibil-
ity or understandability and refer to the 
existence of the specific patterns in a mar-
ket, providing credible explanations for the 
firm and its characteristics. Organizations 
are legitimate when they are “understand-
able” [Suchman, 1995, p. 573]. And the 
second dimension is the taken-for-granted-
ness [Suchman, 1995]. Some organizations 
change their names in order to conform or 
be isomorphic to prevalent practices in their 
new institutional environment; thus, names 
attributes can be based on their length, 
ambiguity, and domain specificity and refer 
to forms’ comprehensibility [Glynn, Abzug, 
2002; Kuilman, Wezal, 2013; Suchman, 
1995]. Thus, the accepted and legitimate 
organizational practices, and product or 
service will encourage the new organiza-
tions also have the similar ones in order 
to be locally customized that are essential 
for Russian firms’ successful expanding 
abroad [Panibratov, 2015]. Marketing, pro-
motional efforts [Tornikoski, Newbert, 2007] 
and favorable press coverage of a company or 
even industry have the influence on the cog-
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nitive legitimacy too [Deeds, Mang, Frandsen, 
2004; Murphy et al., 2019; Pollock, Gulati, 
2007]. This will decrease Russian firms’ liabil-
ity of foreignness at foreign markets.
Companies that have received financial or 
other support from the government or other 
credible centers have the greater legitimacy 
[Deeds, Mang, Frandsen, 2004]. Thus, firms’ 
involvement with others in the network is 
essential factor for the cognitive legitimacy 
formation via “cognitive consistency” in both 
domestic market and abroad [Human, Provan, 
2000; Low, Johnston, 2008]. It results in 
the positive cognitive commitment and re-
sources attainment [Human, Provan, 2000]. 
Thus, the partnership with high-status le-
gitimate firms provides the positive cognitive 
legitimacy formation via legitimacy spillover 
[Drori, Honig, 2013; Prashantham, Kumar, 
Bhattacharyya, 2019; Tost, 2011]. Due to 
the Russian firms’ negative country of origin 
effect and legitimacy shortage [Panibratov, 
2015; Petrovskaya, Zaverskiy, Kiseleva, 
2017], cooperation with legitimate partners 
is a significant factor for Russian firms’ cog-
nitive legitimacy gaining both at home and 
abroad, decreasing firms liability of outsider-
ship. However, due to the Western-US sanc-
tions against Russia, a shift in the composi-
tion of the partnerships and alliances for 
Russian firms takes place such that there is 
a decreasing of collaborations with partners 
from West countries and increasing firms’ 
ties with Asian ones [Abramova, Garanina, 
2018]. Thus, we propose:
Proposition 4. Russian firms can enhance 
their cognitive legitimacy at home by net-
working with high-status legitimate foreign 
and/or domestic enterprises.
Proposition 5. Russian firms can enhance 
their cognitive legitimacy at home by intro-
ducing favorable marketing promotional ef-
forts and press coverage.
Proposition 5a. The effects of Proposition 
4 and Proposition 5 will be stronger for 
Russian SMEs and firms with the low le-
gitimacy at home.
Proposition 6. Russian firms expanding 
abroad can build their positive cognitive 
legitimacy by networking with high-status 
legitimate foreign enterprises.
Proposition 7. Russian firms expanding 
abroad can build their positive cognitive 
legitimacy abroad by introducing favorable 
marketing promotional efforts and press 
coverage, and locally customized products 
or services.
Proposition 7a. The effect of Proposition 
6 and Proposition 7 will be stronger for 
Russian SMEs or firms lacking experience 
abroad and developed markets as the host ones.
Proposition 7b. The effect of Proposition 
6 will be negatively moderated for Russian 
firms that expect to operate at the host mar-
kets, which have imposed sanctions against 
Russia because of the challenges associated 
with partnerships with companies from 
those economies.
2.4. Pragmatic legitimacy
Pragmatic legitimacy or self-interested cal-
culations promotes that organizational ac-
tivities have the effect on the firms audi-
ence’s well-being. Suchman emphasized three 
dimensions of the pragmatic legitimacy such 
as the exchange, influence and dispositional 
legitimacy [Suchman, 1995, p. 578]. Influence 
dimension refers to firm responsiveness to 
the external stakeholders’ larger interests 
[Suchman, 1995]. The exchange dimension 
of firm refers to the involvement to some ben-
eficial for both parties relations [Tornikoski, 
Newbert, 2007]. The dispositional dimension 
of the pragmatic legitimacy refers to attribu-
tions such as “organizations have our best 
interests at heart that share our values, or 
are honest” so on [Suchman, 1995, p. 578]. 
We identified such factors as firms’ innova-
tiveness, R&D intensity, quality of the man-
agement and products or services as sig-
nificant factors of the pragmatic pillar of 
legitimacy [Deeds, Mang, Frandsen, 2004; 
Foreman, Whetten, 2002; Hargadon, Douglas, 
2001; Rao, 1994]. 
The adaptation of popular total quality 
management techniques (TQMs) for improv-
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ing the quality of products and services is 
positively associated with the pragmatic le-
gitimacy [Westphal, Gulati, Shortell, 1997]. 
Due to the globalization and such issues as 
environmental and operational safety, sus-
tainable customers’ products demand, new 
formal requirements and standards, there is 
a need for Russian companies to implement 
global experience as the TQMs to improve their 
pragmatic legitimacy [Balashova, Gromova, 
2017]. According to [Suchman, 1995], it is 
important in the process of maintaining le-
gitimacy and gaining firms’ innovativeness 
to find the balance between very rapid tech-
nological innovations or even unaddressed 
innovations for a significant period of time. 
Firm’s innovativeness is important to stay 
competitive at domestic home market and in 
pursuit of international markets, which con-
cern the modification or improvement of 
products/service (to satisfy market needs) 
and processes technologies, and include the 
development of innovations for future needs 
or responding to present accidental technol-
ogy activities and unexpected decisions in-
troduced by rivals in a market. It helps emerg-
ing market firms both to answer employees’ 
internal and consumers/partners’ external 
expectations about the necessary level of the 
company’s technological development in some 
new markets (especially developed) or conquer 
other markets (especially developing) with 
firms’ innovative solutions and products, in-
creasing legitimacy of those organizations. 
This also reduced both Russian firms liabil-
ity of foreignness and outsidership abroad. 
With the increasing digitalization of the 
Russian market, the need for Russian com-
panies to introduce digital technologies is 
also growing [Nosova et al., 2019]. 
Considering that not all Russian organiza-
tions are founded with the necessary level 
of the technological development (e.g. tech-
nological innovation activities are mostly 
applied by Russian large international com-
panies (75%) than by the SMEs (30%)) and 
Russian firms usually lag behind foreign or-
ganizations from more advanced innovative 
economies [McCarthy et al., 2014; Skolkovo, 
TusPark, 2016], they have the pragmatic le-
gitimacy shortage. Therefore, we propose: 
Proposition 8. Russian firms can enhance 
their pragmatic legitimacy at home by in-
troducing technological innovations and the 
TQMs.
Proposition 8a. The effect of Proposition 
8 will be stronger for Russian SMEs and 
firms that lag behind in innovative activities.
Proposition 9. Russian firms expanding 
abroad can enhance their pragmatic legiti-
macy by introducing technological innova-
tions and the TQMs.
Proposition 9a. The effect of Proposition 
9 will be stronger for Russian SMEs or firms 
that lag behind in innovative activities and 
developed markets as the host ones.
2.5. Mutual pillars reinforcement
Although all three types are distinct and have 
both the internal and external view at the 
organization, the cognitive legitimacy relates 
to the external legitimacy formation process 
and primarily appears among external stake-
holders (consumers/society/partners) while 
the pragmatic and moral legitimacy are more 
relevant first to the internal legitimacy for-
mation [Drori, Honig, 2013; Tost, 2011]. 
There also is the mutual reinforcement ef-
fect between both the pragmatic and mor-
al internal legitimacy formation and the 
cognitive external legitimacy gaining pro-
cess [Alexiou, Wiggins, 2019; Prashantham, 
Kumar, Bhattacharyya, 2019]. Judgments 
and perception of a company being pragmat-
ically and morally legitimate lead to these 
organization becoming also cognitively le-
gitimate and vice versa [Alexiou, Wiggins, 
2019]. For example, digitalization of Russian 
companies, which initially serves for internal 
processes, product or service improvements 
(i.e. pragmatic legitimacy), also helps to at-
tract and even retain potential customers, 
increasing the cognitive legitimacy of those 
firms [Nosova et al., 2019]. In a similar vein, 
there is a mutual reinforcement mechanism 
of some factors between moral and cognitive 
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legitimacy: the charitable donations are as-
sumed to be important for cognitive pillar of 
the organizational legitimacy, but they also 
can influence the moral one [Galaskiewicz, 
1985; Golant, Sillince, 2007; Humphreys, 
Latour, 2013] or the top management team 
is a key factor of the moral legitimacy, hav-
ing the effect on the cognitive legitimacy too 
[Pollack, Rutherford, Nagy, 2012]. 
3. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION 
The organizational legitimacy is the most 
important driving force for firms’ success 
[Caussat, Prime, Wilken, 2019; Kostova, 
Zaheer, 1999; Prashantham, Kumar, Bhatta- 
charyya, 2019]. This study contributes to the 
international business (IB) and Russian 
streams of research about the Russian firms 
legitimatization processes by systematizing 
and analyzing existing papers and collect-
ing the factors of main legitimacy’ pillars. 
Specifically, we contribute to the legitimacy 
literature, responding to many calls to study 
the microfoundations of firms organizational 
legitimacy gaining. Because studies in the 
emerging market context are scarce, we also 
add to the literature, developing the theo-
retical framework based on the specificity of 
the the Russian context. 
Managerially, our findings are of practical 
importance for Russian managers and entre-
preneurs, proposing the factors to focus on 
for the effective strategic management, while 
establishing the organizational legitimacy. We 
have identified groups of separate factors for 
both the domestic Russian market and foreign 
ones. First, the workforce with the high hu-
man capital and professional background is 
important for firms’ moral legitimacy building 
at home. When expanding overseas, firms must 
employ the CSR and hire personnel with in-
ternational experience/knowledge, which are 
important for decreasing both liability of for-
eignness and outsidership at foreign markets. 
Second, introducing favorable marketing pro-
motional efforts and press coverage are sig-
nificant for cognitive legitimacy building at 
both home and foreign markets; whereas, the 
locally legitimate organizational practices and 
customized products or services are important 
for Russian firms expanding abroad. This will 
reduce companies’ liability of foreignness. 
Similarly, networking with high-status le-
gitimate foreign or domestic enterprises could 
help to gain or build cognitive legitimacy at 
both Russian and foreign markets via legiti-
macy spillover and decreased firms’ liability 
of outsidership. Third, technological innova-
tions and the TQMs are important for prag-
matic legitimacy to be insider of the specific 
innovation networks. The mediating and mod-
erating effects as the firms’ size or the context 
specific factors as sanctions and others were 
also introduced and analyzed. In addition, we 
hope that the aggregated factors of legiti-
macy will stimulate future studies about the 
micro level of the processes of the organiza-
tional legitimacy building by companies in 
other emerging markets. This will help iden-
tify significant factors for each of the markets 
studied. Future research may enhance our 
insights by adding an industry specification 
and further empirically test the suggested 
propositions. Despite these theoretical and 
managerial contributions, this study has some 
limitations. Because the provided literature 
analysis was predominantly based on the 
Scopus database, and we mainly used the top-
tier journals to determine legitimacy factors, 
the paper might have missed some potential-
ly relevant papers and factors from the anal-
ysis. 
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Appendix 
Papers with the legitimacy and Russian market focus  
Article Focus
International focus: Firm level
[Kyj, Kyj, 2010]
The research proposes that the decreasing of legitimacy impacts a 
firm's operating flexibility
[Puffer et al., 2013]
The effect of the use of favor (in the Russian context “blat or sviazi”) 
on the Russian firms’ internationalization growth path and gaining 
legitimacy process
[Panibratov, 2015]
The research investigates the sources of liability of foreignness and 
the country-of-origin effect on Russian IT-firms
[Kiitsak-Prikk, 2017]
The study emphasizes the transformation of public cultural organiza-
tions abroad and basis of three types of legitimacy as regulative (legal 
status), normative (be moral) and cognitive (be culturally supported) 
to be isomorphic and firms possibility to maintain them after change 
of legal status
[Panibratov et al., 2018]
Introduce the effects of liability of foreignness of Russian firms 
penetrating the German market and suggest strategies to mitigate 
them
[Rezende da Costa et al., 2018]
Emphasize the configuration of the alliance portfolio to seek legiti-
macy, prioritizing partners with differentiated profiles
[Ermolaeva et al., 2019]
Introduce factors that determine Global value chain strategies. 
Suffering from the country of origin effect due to host and home 
instructional distances, Russian IT-firms seek to gain legitimacy 
abroad in order to be isomorphic
Domestic Russian market focus: firm level
[Hultén, Wilson, 2006]
Discuss the legitimacy of new management approaches in post-Soviet 
companies, the need for which rise from the new market demands
[Puffer, McCarthy, 2008]
Discuss the need for “the ethical turnaround” that refers to the 
transformational leadership as a basis for the CSR (i.e. business 
responsibility for some of the broader civil welfare). This help to 
establish firms’ credibility and legitimacy in Russia and even abroad
[Kuznetsov, Kuznetsova, 
Warren, 2009; Kuznetsov, 
Kuznetsova, 2012]
The paper investigates the attitudes of Russian executives towards 
corporate social responsibility. The Russian CEOs don’t see CSR activ-
ities as the important factor for the positive firms’ image and legiti-
macy in Russia
[Dixon, Day, 2010]
Emphasize a lack of legitimacy of Russian oil company Yukos that 
rise due to the absence of the strategic flexibility and incompatibility 
of organizational values with the institutional environment 
[Iakovleva, Kickul, 2011]
The paper focuses on the women-led Russian SMEs that seek to gain 
legitimacy in the Russian market. Thus, perceived legitimacy plays a 
key role in signaling to others the credibility of the firm
[Zhao, 2012]
The paper focuses on the political legitimacy by specifying a typology 
of CSR-based legitimacy strategies of Russian firms
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Организационная легитимность российских фирм: контекстуальная 
специфика и стратегии легитимизации
А. Ю. Панибратов, Л. Е. Рысакова
Институт «Высшая школа менеджмента», Санкт-Петербургский государственный 
университет, Россия
Российские фирмы страдают от негативного влияния эффекта «страны происхождения» и 
нехватки легитимности. Цель статьи — выявление факторов, на которые должны обратить 
внимание российские компании в процессе своей легитимизации как на внутреннем рынке, 
так и за рубежом. Для определения направлений исследований были проанализированы 48 
статей из журналов по менеджменту и бизнесу посредством применения библиометрического 
анализа и метода ручного углубленного изучения их тематики. Исходя из специфики россий-
ского контекста и анализа литературы о факторах легитимности, в данной работе представ-
лена теоретическая основа и выдвинуты предположения о возможных стратегиях легитими-
зации российских фирм. Три основных типа организационной легитимности — моральная, 
прагматическая и когнитивная, — которые считаются наиболее влиятельными в литературе, 
проанализированы и систематизированы; кроме того, приведены стратегии повышения рос-
сийскими фирмами своей легитимности в России и за ее пределами. Работа вносит вклад в 
исследования легитимности, отвечая на многие предложения по изучению микрооснов фор-
мирования организационной легитимности в разных контекстах. Полученные результаты 
имеют практическое значение для менеджеров и предпринимателей, внимание которых на-
правлено на эффективное стратегическое управление и укрепление легитимности российских 
компаний как внутри страны, так и за рубежом.
Ключевые слова: бремя иностранца, бремя аутсайдера, организационная легитимность, 
моральная легитимность, прагматическая легитимность, когнитивная легитимность, Россия.
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